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Period for Reply 
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THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 
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1 1 )D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
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2.Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Remarks 

1. This action is responsive to the application filed on December 21, 2000. Claims 1-16 are 
pending examination. Claims 1-16 are directed towards a method and system for retrieving and 
analyzing performance data for a network environment, and generating a report on identified 
problems. 

Drawings 

2. The drawings are objected to because items 22 and 24 in Fig. 1 do not have descriptive 
labels. A proposed drawing correction or corrected drawings are required in reply to the Office 
action to avoid abandonment of the application. The objection to the drawings will not be held 
in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 
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4. Claims 1 and 4-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(b) as being anticipated by Garg et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,182,157). 

As to claim 1, Garg teaches: 

(i) retrieving operational data from a plurality of network elements (col. 5, line 14; Garg 
discloses that a network monitor collects data from various devices); 

(ii) evaluating the operational data to determine an operational parameter for a given 
network element (col. 6, lines 24-36; Garg discloses that the collected data includes performance 
parameters); 

(iii) determining if the operational parameter is invalid and flagging the invalid 
operational parameter (col. 6, lines 12-16; col. 14, line 32; Garg discloses that alarms of different 
severity are generated when the collected data does not comply with threshold values); 

(iv) repeating steps (ii) and (iii) for remaining operational parameters specified for the 
given network element (col. 4, line 47; Garg discloses that the network monitor is able to 
monitor various components in a network device); 

(v) repeating steps (ii) to (iv) for each of the plurality of network elements (col. 5, lines 
14-23; Garg discloses that the network monitor collects data from various network devices); and 

(vi) generating a findings report for the plurality of network elements, the findings report 
listing any of the plurality of network elements determined to have at least one invalid 
operational parameter, displaying details of the at least one invalid operational parameter, and 
providing a finding status for the at least one invalid operational parameter (col. 7, lines 13-20; 
Garg discloses that a problem history is generated for each identified problem). 
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As to claim 4, Garg teaches the method of claim 1, wherein evaluating the operational 
data includes processing a network interface command line (col. 12, lines 9-20; Garg discloses 
that analysis rules (network interface command lines) are applied to the collected data). 

As to claim 5, Garg teaches the method of claim 4, wherein determining if the operational 
parameter is invalid includes determining that the operational parameter is outside predetermined 
valid operating ranges (col. 12, lines 9-20; Garg discloses that analysis rules compare the 
collected data to threshold values). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 2-3, 7-1 1 and 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Garg et al. in view of Cutrell et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,141,777), 

As to claim 2, Garg teaches the method of claim 1, wherein retrieving the data includes 
polling the plurality of network elements (col. 6, line 51; Garg discloses that data is collected by 
polling the network devices). 

Garg fails to teach that polling is via a serial connection. 
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However, Cutrell teaches of retrieving data over a serial connection (col. 4; lines 10-13, 
34-37; Cutrell discloses retrieving event information using a modem connection). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Garg in view of Cutrell so as to allow data retrieval using modem. One would be 
motivated to do so to provide more options for accessing network data. 

As to claim 3, Garg teaches the invention substantially as claimed (see rejection of claim 
1 above). 

Garg fails to teach the limitation of reading static data capture files. 

However, Cutrell teaches the limitation of reading static data capture files (col. 4, line 10; 
Cutrell discloses accessing event data stored in a database). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Garg in view of Cutrell so as to allow the retrieval of stored performance data. One 
would be motivated to do so to allow a user to analyze performance data at will. 

As to claim 7, Garg teaches a computer product comprising: 

a computer-useable medium (col. 16, line 64; computer-readable medium); 

an evaluation module for evaluating the operational data to determine operational 
parameters for the plurality of network elements, for determining if the determined operational 
parameters are invalid, and for flagging the invalid operational parameters (col. 6, lines 24-36; 
Garg discloses that the collected data includes performance parameters; col. 6, lines 12-16; col. 
14, line 32; Garg discloses that alarms of different severity are generated when the collected data 
does not comply with threshold values); and 
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a reporting module for generating a findings report for the plurality of network elements, 
the findings report listing any of the plurality of network elements determined to have at least 
one invalid operational parameter, displaying details of the at least one invalid operational 
parameter, and providing a finding status for the at least one invalid operational parameter (col. 
7, lines 13-20; Garg discloses that a problem history is generated for each identified problem). 

Garg fails to teach the limitation of a data capture module stored on the computer-useable 
medium for retrieving operational data from a plurality of network elements via a serial 
connection, and for storing the operational data in data capture files. 

However, Cutrell teaches the limitation of a data capture module stored on the computer- 
useable medium for retrieving operational data from a plurality of network elements via a serial 
connection, and for storing the operational data in data capture files (col. 2, line 66 - col. 3, line 
4; col. 4, lines 34-37, 50-63; Cutrell discloses using a modem connection to retrieve and store 
network data). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Garg in view of Cutrell so as to store performance data retrieved via a modem. One 
would be motivated to do so to provide a user with more options for accessing network data, and 
to allow the user to analyze performance data whenever at will. 

Claims 8-11 represent computer program product claims that correspond to method 
claims 2-5, respectively. They do not teach or define any new limitations above claims 2-5, and 
therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 
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Claim 13 represents a system claim that corresponds to computer program product claim 
7. It does not teach or define any new limitations above claim 7, and therefore is rejected for 
similar reasons. 

Claims 14-16 represent system claims that correspond to method claims 2 and 4-5, 
respectively. They do not teach or define any new limitations above claims 2 and 4-5, and 
therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

Claims 6 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Garg et 
al. in view of Wu et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,617,533). 

As to claim 6, Garg teaches the invention substantially as claimed including: 

f) processing the network interface command line to determine if operational parameters 
for the given network element are outside valid predetermined operating ranges (col. 12, lines 9- 
20; Garg discloses that analysis rules compare the collected data to threshold values); 

g) creating a network element findings file for findings of operational parameters that are 
outside said valid predetermined operating ranges (col. 14, line 31; Garg discloses that the data 
analysis module generates information about detected alarm conditions); 

h) repeating the steps for all network element data files in said network to create a 
findings file for each network element (col. 5, lines 14-23; Garg discloses that the network 
monitor collects data from various network devices); and 

i) creating a summary findings file and writing said network element findings files to the 
summary findings file to provide a report listing any of the plurality of network elements 
determined to have findings, displaying details of the findings, and providing a finding status for 
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each finding (col. 7, lines 13-20; Garg discloses that a problem history is generated for each 
identified problem). 

Garg fails to teach the limitations of entering a directory location for network element 
data files, retrieving a network element data file for a given network element from the directory 
location, verifying that the network element data file is valid, opening the network element data 
file and reading a network interface command line, and verifying that the network interface 
command line is valid. 

However, Wu teaches these limitations. Wu teaches: 

a) entering a directory location for data files (col. 11, line 46; Wu discloses determining 
the location of external input files); 

b) retrieving a data file from the directory location (col. 11, line 55; Wu discloses 
retrieving the external input files); 

c) verifying that the data file is valid (col. 11, line 55; Wu discloses that the external input 
files are relevant); 

d) opening the data file and reading a network interface command line (col. 12, line 54; 
Wu discloses reading the rules (network interface command lines) specified in the external input 
files); 

e) verifying that the network interface command line is valid (col. 10, lines 46-56; Wu 
discloses that exception entries are used to indicate rules are not valid). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Garg in view of Wu so as to validate network data and requirements before performing 
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an analysis. One would be motivated to do so to ensure accuracy when verifying the conformity 
of network devices to network requirements. 

Claim 12 represents a computer program product claim that corresponds to method claim 
6. It does not teach or define any new limitations above claim 6, and therefore is rejected for 
similar reasons. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lesa Kennedy whose telephone number is (703) 305-8865. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:30 am - 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glenton Burgess can be reached on (703) 305-4792. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 



Lesa Kennedy 
Art Unit 2151 




